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INTRODUCTION 

Y. Since our organization appeared before your Commission for 

the first time in October, 1975, the debate on the subject of what 
shape and structure grain handling and transportation systems in the 
prairie region should take in future has continued unabated. 

2 The Commission has extended widespread opportunity to rank and 
file people at the local level to express their views and concerns 

over the possible implications to them, as individuals, and their 
communities, provinces and country should certain basic branch lines 

be abandoned. 

3 We commend your Commission for its organization of these hearings. 
We appreciate the tremendous volume of additional work this has created 
for you and your staff. However, it has unquestionably been an 


indispensible exercise in encouraging grassroots democracy. 


TRANSPORTATION 
4. Running parallel to the study by your Commission has been the 


inquiry of the Snavely Commission which we understand has now com- 
pleted or is nearing completion of its report on the cost of moving 


grain into export position. 


je Sosageorg 
By staetowe ny vagovsiese 


Ba re Th lh aaah ae secnaadoe 


sor, ag cee kame? waaay ig eroied semnerige - pokeestageus wo santa Mee, * 


Sere he + foagsne and 10 eahacteb an , eras F9do300 ai ‘oni vend? ty 


ssl Mt Ames eee mobs soxogeneTy fore eek Rasa L880 atutowate bags es 


Depaduset: Deenmeh Aas eect omy se? Ab aated biwoda soipon oixieea 


Bass Wee os yt tw txoquo beongqe ab be bahwadxe eed aokee tmmeo. ont Pea), 
days 


Ban eorroo one awake ‘neous Ba oTgies oe Howat Isso ois 8 algoos elit 


tad inal ,elaubiv tbat 2 mot od anoissottams eldiweod ong TOO |. 


gons fh Hore ofan adadreo ‘Bb Laiowke vatanoo, Sate he 


1) ons P9i3 tnuimmog ¥) 
benobhads a i | 


sete Bole peste no cnyneaiae | a. By, 


ne nec veidenctessoupeay ase a wey ewoH abe sO bas HOY er 
| seapaane adootaeaty prripeudone ais abivnane: co esienagslbae 


~2=- 
Dis It was previously and continues to be our expressed view that 
the terms of reference for that study were too narrow. 
6. During the course of the Snavely study, it became abundantly 
clear that the two railways did not, in fact, know or even have 
easy access to accurate real cost breakdowns on the movement of 
export grain. They requested and were accorded seven additional 
months to prepare their estimates, thereby causing a target delay in 
the completion of the Snavely report from December 31, 1975, to 
UL Vo SL hos G3 
1s It has become obvious that the companies do not employ similar 
accounting methods and results of their claims differ. The Snavely 
Commission has been burdened with endeavoring to reach a conclusion 
on the cost of moving export grain which at best will be a compromised 
estimate. 
8. Previously, however, claims were made oibteies by both the 
CNR and the CPR pronouncing the extent of their so-called losses 
under statutory grain rates. These, it is now clear, were obviously 


nothing more than propaganda ploys designed to confuse the issues 


before the public and undermine the public confidence in the con- 
tinued application of the Crows Nest Pass rates. 

a No one will disagree that western Canada requires an efficient 
rail transportation system for grain movement. But "efficient" by 


whose definition? 


* "CP Rail of Montreal lost $68 million in 1973 under the statutory 
Crows Nest Pass rates," it is reported in the Toronto Globe and 
Met Of) Aprit 9, 1975. 


"Canadian National Railways loses about $100 million annually on 
grain movement, CN President Robert Bandeen said last week," 
reports the Free Press Weekly of April 12, 1975. 
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EO, From the railway companies’ point of view the greatest degree 
of efficiency in grain movement might be to have all grain funnelled 
through one giant, single facility in each province. If at the 
same time railway companies were able to charge "what the traffic will 
bear" freight rate, that, too, would, in their terms, represent a 


yardstick for measuring "efficiency" as determined by their profits. 


dia The farmer is interested in least cost service. 
e2. But what would the consequence be to farmers of railway companies 


reorganizing the rail system for grain movement to maximize their 
profit needs? We submit it would be disastrous. 

r3. Fewer rail lines and higher grain freight rates will not result 
in an efficient rail transportation system. A_proper attitude toward 
grain movement and its priority is also required. 

14. The railways possess a monopoly in long haul grain movement. 
There is no efficient viable alternative. The essence of the railway 
companies' proposals before this Commission is, in fact, to greatly 
increase their monetary reward for the movement of grain to the 

export market, both through higher rate charges and centralization, 
thereby compelling thousands of farmers to haul grain longer distances 
to gathering facilities which are functional to and better serve the 
increasingly inflated profit expectations of the companies. 

15% The attitude of the railway companies toward grain movement 

has at times been absolutely deplorable despite the importance of 

this commodity in their total ton miles movement. We submit fewer 
rail lines and higher freight rates and/or subsidies do not guarantee 
a change in attitude or priority by the railway companies toward grain 
eoeeeue 


iG. The central issue before your Commission insofar as farmers 
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are concerned is unquestionably the future of the statutory Crows 
Nest Pass rates. They represent the basis for "least cost service" 
and must be retained. 
nL pe If these rates are abrogated, every additional dollar in 
freight costs farmers will be required to pay will represent a direct 
transfer of wealth from the farm and prairie economy into the coffers 
of the railway companies, without any guarantee of reinvestment in 
the transportation sector. 
i <8 In our view, a credible case against the statutory Crows Nest 
rates has not been made. 
Ig. The need for the rates today is as valid as it was in 1897. 
The competitive position of western grain producers then, as now, is 
dependent in no small measure on the availability of an efficient 
transportation system, operating at reasonable rates. The 1925 
statute has assured farmers of a reasonable rate structure. By their 
own admission, the railway companies have failed to provide an adequate 
and efficient transportation system, despite large and generous public 
subsidies. 
20. Why? The reason offered by the CPR and agreed to by CN is 
revealing, if not candid. Speaking to your Commission on October 20, 
1975, Mr. Burbidge, President of Canadian Pacific Limited, said in 
part: 

"There is not enough money coming in from grain to even 

Sustain the present facilities, let alone improve or 

modernize them. Any capital investment in the railway 


grain handling system is quite out of the question at 
this time because of the inadequacy of the revenues."* 


_—_—_-_-oororr sn nee, eee 


* Submission of the President, Canadian Pacific Limited, to the 
Grain Handling and Transportation Commission, Regina, Oct.20,1975. 
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22. This statement clearly reflects the negative attitude of the 
railway companies toward grain movement. 
22%. But what is the real nature of this claim? First, let it be 
again noted that the isolation of grain for purposes of so-called 
“cost-accounting" on a railway system that is national in scope and 
carries multiple commodities is arbitrary at best. 
v8 The real fact of the matter is that the railway companies are 
concerned, in the first instance, with a return on capital invested. 
They have reason to believe that higher returns on capital might be 
available if (a) they abandon much of the present branch line system 
and/or invest more of their capital in non-rail operations. 
24. There is no question that both railways obtain adequate revenues 
and public subsidies to afford the efficient operation of the kind of 
transportation western Canada requires. 
Zi But as the CPR has unwittingly conceded, the railway companies 
can make more money doing otherwise.* 
26% This, in our view, is the crux of the matter. Historically in 
Canada, we have attempted to meet the public requirements for an 
efficient transportation system through the private sector, geared as 
it is to the pursuit of profit on capital invested. The notion that 
public need can be satisfied through private gain has, in the history 
of transportation policy in Canada, lost all credibility. 
2th We remind the Commission that since 1879, successive federal 
governments have enacted legislation to achieve a different result, and 
have appointed an endless list of commissions to resolve the conflicts 


that arise between public need and private railroad interests. 


* In this connection, we refer the Commission to a statement made by 
Ian Sinclair, Chairman of the Board of CP Ltd., in Businessweek, 
February 23, 1976. 
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Zoe The results, we submit, are instructive. Time and time again 

the public need has been compromised. Time and time again, the 

railway companies have demanded public gifts, bonuses, subsidies, etc., 
in return for deteriorating and inefficient service. 

J Yet, this remains the atmosphere and frame of reference in which 
the present debate concerning the future of grain and rail transporta- 
tion services is being conducted. 

30. It is important to recall that since the 1950's it has been 

the railway companies and their political allies who have mounted an 
unremitting campaign to abandon branch lines, abrogate the Crow's Nest 
Pass rates, and otherwise dismantle or discredit legislative safeguards 
built up over the years to protect the public interest. These demands 
did not originate from the farmers nor the communities the railway 
companies were created to serve. 

od In this connection, the exceptional public financial support 
given the CPR in the construction of the first transcontinental railway 
(all of which they now would like to have us believe is unrelated to 
the current debate) and the unnecessary public servicing of the debts 


incurred by bankrupt railway companies, incorporated into the CNR, 


clearly grew out of the public understanding that rail transportation 
in Canada was subject to national goals and objectives. 


2. Yet, it has been this very historic role of rail transportation 
that the railway companies have sought to discredit and abandon. A 
remark made by the President of the CNR to this Commission bears 
repeating: 

"...if the railways had been free to charge normal 

commercial rates most of the necessary adjustment in 


branch lines would have been made gradually and without 
sudden or severe shock to the grain industry." * 


* Submission by R. A. Bandeen, President, CNR, to the Grain Handling 
and Transportation Commission, Saskatoon, October 15, 1975. 
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BRE Put another way, the national interest would be served, 
according to CN, if communities were to adjust their needs to serve 
the profit concerns and interests of the railway companies. 
34. And this is the issue the Commission must resolve in principle. 
Are the needs of farmers and their respective rural communities to be 
shaped, compromised and otherwise determined by criteria acceptable 
to the private needs of the railway companies? Or can the rural 
communities of western Canada count on the design and operation of a 
rail and grain handling transportation system subordinate to their 
needs and interests? 


35% In the past, and to repeat, commissions have attempted to marry 


> 


these two fundamentally antagonistic objectives. They are, we 


submit, irreconcilable. 


36% It is precisely because public goals may differ from private 
corporate goals that governments as representative of the public 
interest have and must continue to restrain large corporations such as 
the CPR whose objectives are to seek ever increasing economic power 
through corporate concentration. This was made abundantly clear by 


CP's chairman and chief executive officer, Ian Sinclair, in appearing 
before the Royal Commission on Corporate Concentration* on December 11, 
1975, when he argued that what the country needed was more, not less, 
corporate concentration. 

3k. Nor, reports the Financial Times article, does Mr. Sinclair 

believe in public accountability when he warned that Canadian authorities 
should not attempt to imitate the U.S. government which has far stricter 


rules about corporate disclosure and combines than Canada has. 


* Financial Times Service article by Joan Fraser reprinted in the 
Winnipeg Tribune, December 13, 1975. 
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"Americans," Mr. Sinclair said, although fine people, tend to get 
"hepped’ on the idea of corporate disclosure." 
38. Mr. Sinclair's philosophy clearly fits in well with the "user 
must pay" principle expounded by some this past year. The amount 
which the "user must pay" for a service would be dictated by the 
provider of the service. We can think of few areas where the “user 
must pay" concept is less appropriate than in grain movement where a 
monopoly situation exists and the user of the service has no input 
in evaluating whether the price he is asked to pay by the provider of 
the service is in fact justifiable. 
39... While the railway companies have long decried the evils of 
the statutory Crows Nest rates, they have shown little inclination 
to eliminate many of the inefficiencies and weaknesses within their 
own operations which would facilitate and speed up grain movement 
and cut their presumed "losses". Their credibility as exemplified 
by their actions comes into serious question. 
40. Thus, while "competition" is presumably too keen to arrange 
for such sensible cost saving actions as branch line trade-offs or 
joint running rights in the prairie rail network, joint action in 


CN-CP telecommunications operations is apparently more palatable as 


television commercials frequently remind us. 


41. Why not an integrated operation in railroads? 
42. Continued and increased public accountability by the railway 


companies is clearly needed. 


Aan For these several reasons, we reiterate our belief that the 


country requires a single, efficient public rail transportation system 
which will serve the country as an instrument of national policy for 
development and for the relief of regional disparity. In this respect, 
all outstanding dead weight debt of the CNR should be immediately 
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retired and/or written off by the federal government. 


44, We strongly urge your Commission include in its report such a 


proposal as its prime recommendation. 


45. We further recommend that: 

46. The Crows Nest Pass rates'as they currently apply to the movement of 
grain be retained in perpetutty. 

47. We urge you reject the principle of applying a measure of profitabtltty 
to the ratlways based on a return on equity comparable to the generally aecepte a 
philosophy inherent in a free enterprise corporate capitalist society. We ask you 
to accept our view that this philosophy is incompatible in tts application to 

the provision of essential services such as transportation of gratin and must be 
rejected. 

48. This is particularly important in a cireumstance where no viable alternative 
to rail transportation exists or is Likely to exist in the foreseeable future in 
the movement of grain to export positions. Competition between the rail carriers 
in this context ts non-existent and out of the question. 

49. The principle of maintaining fiwed freight rates at the Crows Nest Pass 
levels assures the viability of cur grain industry and inereases the competitive 
position of our farmers on world grain markets. 

50. Maintaining farm income at optimum levels has a greater effect in 
economically stimulating the total economy than does the transfer of vast new 


amounts of farm income to rail freight rates. 


5 If subsidies are required to provide an appropriate level of rail trans- 
portation to adequately serve the nattonal interest (in meeting our grain export 
commitments, for example), the cost of such subsidies should be borne by all the 
ettizens of Canada. 

52. Pratrie farmers are better off in having the federal government purchase 
grain hopper cars for use by the ratlways rather than allowing the ratlways higher 


freight rates for grain and relying on them to purchase needed rolling stock. 
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53. Branch line abandonment and rationalization should be considered.only 
after assessment and implementation of all alternate methods of improving 
efficiencies within the system which would flow from a fully integrated rat lway 


service. 


GRAIN HANDLING 

54. While a monopoly situation in grain handling does not exist in 
the prairie region as a whole, it is clear that the grain handling 
companies have over the past several years through mutual agreement 
and trade-off created monopoly situations at well over one half of 
all country. elevator delivery points. 

2 Rationalization in the grain handling system has and continues 
to take place, forced in part by the need to reduce costs and maxi- 
mize revenue by increasing volume throughput at individual facilities 
but it has also been hastened by the deteriorating and deplorable 
condition of many rail branch lines. 

SG; In a number of instances farmers adjacent to single company 
delivery points allege they have been subjected to additional 
rationalization pressures by elevator companies through such tech~- 
niques as being accorded lower grades, higher dockage, poor delivery 
opportunity resulting from @iscriminatory boxcar allocation, lack 
of elevator space, etc. 

Bie These situations are attributed to the "lack of competition" 
by some farmers when in reality they are a form of coercion which 

is part of the centralization strategies employed by elevator 
companies themselves including at times those which are farmer- 
owned. 

56. In the light of consolidation that has taken place it seems 


contradictory to hear some companies extol the virtues of “competition” 
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which supposedly accompanies the costly duplication of elevator 
services at a number of key prairie delivery points. Competition in 
this context must not be confused with efficiency. Efficiency in 
Operations can in part be measured by the number of times a facility 
can turn over its capacity in a season. By this criteria many 
facilities in multi-company delivery points must of necessity be 


extremely inefficient. Somebody has got to pay - and that can only 


be the farmer - somewhere else perhaps - but the system will extract 
the cost in some manner in order to achieve a satisfactory level of 


profit on its total operations. 

592 It is a long established and accepted axiom that "competition 
destroys profits". The supposed end result of competition, then, 
should result in only the most efficient operations surviving and if 
projected to its logical conclusion result in the creation of a 
monopoly. 

60. The benefit to farmers of "competition" is sometimes said to 
result in better grades, lower dockage, lower grain handling tariffs, 
etc. 

61. However, it is a fact that grade standards for grain and 
related matters such as weight, moisture content and dockage are 
established by a federal agency, the Canadian Grain Commission. 

62. To be absolutely principled about it, a farmer should expect to 
receive no less or more than the actual federal grade and dockage 

of his product, no matter where he delivers if he truly believes in 
quality control and the federal grading system which is widely accepted 
as one of the best in the world. It was, after all, the right to be 
paid for proper grades and weight that formed the very essence of 
early farm issues. Struggles against the Winnipeg Grain Exchange and 


the CPR at the turn of this century led to the organization and 
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formation of farmer-owned grain companies. 
63. The type of "competition" one now sometimes hears about appears 
to be of the kind which may only accord a farmer a proper grade for 
his product - a right to which he is entitled by law. It does in 
some circumstances, however, also imply overgrading which, with few 
exceptions, can only result in one farmer being extended an advantage 


at the expense of another. 


64. This latter type of competition, where it exists, is exploitive 
because it cultivates greed and basic dishonesty. No elevator 


company can give all of its customers an inflated grade for grain and 
expect to long survive. If some farmers receive higher grades than 
quality dictates, it can be anticipated other farmers will be penalized 
to compensate the loss. This type of discrimination has been found to 
exist in the beef industry and is the kind of "competition" that 

must be eliminated. 

65. Indeed, it is of more than passing interest that the "competition" 
of open market buying of domestic feed grains which was to prevail in 
the last two crop years failed miserably and domestic feed eke 
now established by the Canadian Wheat Board on a daily price quotation. 
66. The advocates of "competition" never had a better opportunity 

to prove just how efficient open marketing could be in maximizing 

farm income returns with equity. They literally fell flat on their 
faces. 

67. The essential role of flexible grain handling tariffs established 
by the Canadian Grain Commission within recent times is also intended 
to foster "competition" between grain companies, but essentially it 

is being used to coerce or bribe farmers in outlying areas to haul 


their grain longer distances past existing elevator facilities, 


thereby hastening the centralizing process. The flexible tariff 
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enables the exercise of discrimination against one delivery point as 
opposed to another which eventually will result in the economic 
demise of the delivery point against which the company assesses a 
higher handling tariff. The "choice" will be credited to farmers If 
the point is then bypassed and eventually closed. 
68. The essence of "competition" in the context of the current 
grain handling industry debate includes in our view a competitive bid 
by the multinational grain companies to control a sizeable amount of 
Canadian grain in order to prevent it from developing into a further 
effective competitive factor in world trade, much of which is now 
controlled by the multinationals. 
69. Cargill Grain is such a company over whose Canadian presence 
we have previously expressed our concern. Company representatives 
appearing before this Commission have voiced their sensitivity to 
criticism of their operations and motives, presumably made by organiza- 
tions such as our own. 
70% We make no apologies for such criticisms since it is the 
Canadian interest we have at heart. 
Ths It should be of interest to your Commission to know, for 
example, the comparative size of operations of Cargill Inc. relative 
to the Canadian Wheat Board. 
ier Cargill Inc. reported on June 23, 1976, to the U.S. subcommittee 
on Multinational Corporations of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee* 
that it and its subsidiaries earned just over $179 million on sales 
of $10.795 billion for the fiscal year ended May 31. While no 
breakdown is available to us respecting the amount of grain sales 


represented by this figure, we assume it represents a major portion. 


a nt 


* Source: Reported in "Grainews", July, 1976 
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Tae The Canadian Wheat Board in the 1974-75 crop year reported 
total grain sales of only $3.3 billion. It markets only Canadian 
grain. The multinational grain corporations market grain from several 
countries. 
74. Cargill's operations were questioned by the subcommittee chairman 
Senator Dick Clark, who, in his opening remarks, stated: 


"Today, by looking at Cargill's organization and operations 
in some detail, we hope to be able to better understand how 
and why an exporter of this size is organized. As the 
largest exporter of U.S. grain, Cargill exported, in 1974, 
29 per cent of U.S. wheat, 16 per cent of U.S. corn, 18 

per cent of U.S. soybeans, 22 per cent of U.S. sorghum, 

42 per cent of U.S. barley. 


"Not only is Cargill the largest grain exporter in the U.S., 
it is also the largest privately-owned exporting house. It 
is essentially for these reasons that the subcommittee 
decided to examine Cargill more closely than other companies 
in this series of hearings. 


"The grain companies insist that their success and profita- 
bility is due to the stiff competitive climate existing in 
the trade. However, information received thus far in the 
subcommittee's hearings suggests that co-operation and mutual 
understanding may have supplanted competition in some areas 
of the buSiness. 


"Now we turn our attention to the structure of these major 
firms. Are they American companies, or can they be more 
accurately characterized as multinational corporations? 
Do they operate with any regard for U.S. policy considera- 
tions, or strictly on the basis of their own financial 
interests? 
"If the latter is true, then the role these firms play in 
exporting our grain must be thoroughly understood to 
ensure that American economic and foreign policy interests 
are fully protected." 
ID. When the U.S. Senate must question whether or not Cargill operates 
with any regard to U.S. policy considerations or strictly on the basis 
of their own financial interests, we believe it should be warning 
enough to the farmers and government of this country to take a good 
hard look as well. 


76.5 Trading as it does on a world-wide basis as seller of grain 


produced in various countries, we can be certain that the interests 
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of farmers in Canada will not be placed ahead of those in the U.S. 
for example, unless the opportunity to make a greater profit on a 
Canadian sale presents itself. Whose interests is it, then, serving - 
that of the buyer or the seller? How does Cargill decide whether to 
sell a Canadian grain or a comparable U.S., Argentine or Australian 
grain? 
dhe We submit control of the product by a corporation, thereby 
preventing that product from competing in world sales against 
product it already controls elsewhere is a key and fundamental objective 


of a multinational corporation such as Cargill. It simply makes good 


business sense on their part but let us not lose sight of what the 
implications are to Canadian interests and ask ourselves if that is 
really the direction in which we wish to go. 

A8% While this matter would appear to exceed the terms of reference 
of this Commission, we submit that recommendations this Commission 
may make and which may then be accepted as national policy can in 


large measure influence the future directions of this type of 


domination. 
ADs The centralization of grain handling facilities and the con~ 


struction of inland terminals is functional toward the economic ends 


of a multinational grain corporation such as Cargill. 


80. Increasingly it becomes apparent that prairie producers are 


being led down the path by the railway companies and the multinational 


being tea aown the path Sy ts SS  _—;—\ 


gzain corporations in the direction of emulating the U.S. model in 
grain handling and movement. 


1, What are the basic characteristics of this model? Concentrated 
delivery points; extremely high costs in rail grain movement to 
terminal points; long trucking distances by farmers to elevator 


or terminal facilities; the employment by the companies of a flexible 
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grain handling and freight rate structure which is used to manipulate 
farmers into making economic decisions on grain delivery which will 
serve the economic needs of the grain companies and railways, open 
market pricing. 
82. The Canadian system is quickly drifting in this direction and 
must be stopped. The statutory Crows Nest Pass rates represent the 
last major obstacle in clearing the way to the introduction of 
flexible freight rates which can then be used by elevator companies and 
railway companies as an economic lever to further force rationalization. 
83. The costs of the newly emerging system will be borne in large 
measure by farmers. No one now knows how much it will cost but suffice 
it to say it will be substantial. 
84. Should grain freight rates, for example, be allowed to rise 
to three or four times their current level as they now are in the U.S., 
it would mean in effect that for each 10,000 bushels of wheat 
delivered by a farmer to an elevator point which is currently on a 
22 cent per cwt. freight rate at an annual cost of $1,320, his cost,if 
the rate tripled,would increase to $3,960, an increase of $2,640. 
To many small producers on a section of land, this amount has in many 
years represented more than the difference between profit and loss. 
In addition, he may well be required to haul it a much longer distance. 
854 And what will he get in return? 
86. Basically nothing. His grain will be received by an elevator 
and eventually be shipped to a terminal outlet. There is no guarantee 
that it will be done any more expeditiously than at present, but 
certainly at higher cost to the farmer. 
87% Are we then visualizing rendering the farmer's operation in grain 
delivery to become both higher cost and less efficient? 


88. We submit in thousands of instances this will be the result. To 
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arrive at an equitable balance in rationalization of grain handling 
facilities and branch line abandonment in order to avoid a dispropor- 
tionate share of increased cost in grain delivery being transferred 
onto the shoulders of farmers is a matter of major concern to us. 

89. Where rationalization can be achieved to minimize this cost 


increase, we concur. At the same time, we caution that it is not 


good enough to eliminate wasteful duplication of facilities at some 
points simply to recreate them_on a grander scale elsewhere. 


90. The cost of all new elevator facilities currently constructed 

or in the planning stage of construction will be paid for out of the 
value of future farm production. 

91. Farmers have already paid for the existing system which in 

many instances is still functional and may in reality represent a 
much lower cost for service to the farmer than some of the grandiose 
structures now being conceived. 

92; No public restraint is currently exercised by any federal agency 
on the location of new elevator facilities or the closure of existing 
ones. Still such decisions made in the board rooms of elevator 
companies bears strong influence on which rural communities may be 
viable in future and which will be permitted to wither. Implications 
to public expenditure relative to upgrading highway facilities and 

the provision of services are nonetheless affected without consideration 
of or input by the public sector. 

93. We ask in all sincerity whether such decisions which can have 
far-reaching effects should be totally divorced from public concern? 
We believe not. 


94. The burden which rests on this Commission is a heavy one. The 


conclusions you reach and recommendations you make will hold far- 


reaching implications for farmers and rural communities well into 
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the next century. 
95, For these several reasons, we conclude and recommend: 

1) While the trend toward consolidation of comtry elevator 
facilities should continue in future in order to remove 
duplication of service and ineffictenctes, the Commission 
should seriously examine and appraise the claimed benefits 
of "competition" to farmers advanced by some or~pantes which 
is resulting in recreating duplication of service and 
facilities at some centralized delive y points wt thout 
cost saving benefits to farmers. 

2) Further in this respect, the Canadian Grain Commission must 
exercise greater discretion in the granting of licenses for 
the construction of new facilities at delivery points where 
potential volumes of efficient throughput can only potnt 
toward the elimination of existing facilities elsewhere 
capable of currently servicing farmers at less cost. 
Abandonment of existing facilities should become a matter 
of publte concern and seruttry as well to assure the economic 
disadvantages will not outweigi the benefits. 

3) The encroachment of multinational foretgn gratn corporations 
into the Canadian. grain handling and marketing should be 
recognized for what tt 13, a move to restrain and control the 
marketing of Canadian grain in world markets, thereby suppressing 
its competitive influence on the private marketing efforts of 
the multinationals themselves. The implications of this trend 
on Canada's future needs to be strongly stated in your report 
to the federal government with a recommendation that tt be 
restrained in the national interest. 


All of which is respectfully submitted by 
THE NATIONAL FARMERS UNION. 
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